Introduction
For the efficient functioning of any legal system fundamental requisite is that such system shall be built on the aspirations of the people, law or legal system for that matter will not work in vacuum, for this reason surrounding social condition are the deciding factors for adoption or for bringing any change in the legal system. Unfortunately in a developing country like India it is considered to be normative practice to find the solution for our problems (legal) in western jurisprudential thought and practices (it is true at least in regard to Legal restructuring is concerned).In India with a view to overcome the problems of ‗formal legal system' serious attempt were made and continued to be made, as result of which there is adoption of Alternative Dispute Resolution System of Anglo-Saxon style in this country. Thus, post-emergency, the dominant theme of legal reform was translated into sponsoring relatively informal, conciliatory, and alternative institutions alongside the formal judicial mechanism. The early 1980s saw a concerted effort to promote a more indigenous character within the justice dispensing system, and to provide alternatives to the Anglo-Saxon models of adjudication.
In India until now no solemn attempt has been made to identify and to recognize our own system of justice administrations which stood as efficient mechanism of dispute resolution from vedic age. This 2 NALSAR Law Review [Vol.7 : No. 1 development brought us to such tragedy that, more than 70% cases in rural India even today were solved by traditional Panchayats, in fact these Panchayats were the true aspiration of institutions whereas, foreign made modern ADRs had got statutory recognition even though they were failed to achieve desired results, except Lok Adalats anything decipherable had happened by ADRs in this country.
Today justice dispensing system in India is on twisted road at the one end failure of formal law Courts resulting in backlog of cases, and on the other end ADRs fails to get much need public support, under this circumstance it is essential to rethink on the new ways out for coming generation. Accordingly it is essential in this context to study various forms of ADRs, their development, and mode of working of ADRs so as to assess it pros, cons and applicability to the pluralistic Society of Indian.
Alternative Dispute Resolution System
The basic yet pre-eminent question surrounding ADR is this: what is it an alternative to? The answer, particularly in India, is that it is the alternative to the often tedious, strictly formal legal proceedings in court that is presided over by a state-appointed judge, with counsel representing the parties, and, in some cases or jurisdictions, the presence of juries was recognized to be an alternative to the judicial system that has been existence in India. In fact ‗Alternative' is not Conciliation, Mediation and Arbitration but the British System Justice of Administration, for this reason ‗A' is used as ‗appropriate' and not as ‗alternative'. The problem with this alternative approach is that there are numerous cultures and communities in many parts of India, where litigation is not the norm and is actually the alternative. The norms for these people are their own community dispute resolution procedures. Hence, the word -alternative‖ in ADR seems to be a misnomer as applied.
In India all forms of LokAdalat, Conciliation, Mediation and Arbitration were prevalent being part of the Legal system from time immemorial. ‗Lok' means ‗people' and ‗Adalat' refers to Court, it is nothing but a ‗people's Court', i.e Nayaya Panchayats of those glorious fast of this country. It is approximate 250 year of colonization made our 2013]
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own system as ‗alternative' and it was brought back in more perverted form as ADRs after Independence.
Concept of Alternate Dispute Resolution in Olden days in India
Before formation of law Courts in India, people were settling the matters of dispute by themselves by mediation. The mediation was normally headed by a person of higher status and respect among the village people and such mediation was called in olden days -Panchayat‖. The Pancha is the person of integrity, quality and character who will be deemed to be unbiased by people of the locality, called Village headman (sarpanch) and he was assisted by some people of same character or cadre from several castes in the locality. The dispute between individuals and families will be heard by the Panchayat and decision given by the Panchayat will be accepted by the disputants. The main thing that will be considered in such Panchayat will be the welfare of the disputants as also to retain their relationship smooth. Similarly in the case of dispute between two villages, it will be settled by Mediation consists of person acceptable to both villages and people from both the villages and the decision of such mediation will be accepted by both village people. The disputes in olden days seldom reached law Courts. They were even settling the complicated civil disputes, criminal matters, family disputes etc. Such type of dispute resolution maintained the friendly relationship between the disputants even after resolution of their disputes. ADR techniques have also been largely based on co-existential justice. -This form of justice has . . . always been part of African and Asian traditions where conciliatory solutions were seen to be to the advantage of all and often as a sine qua non for survival‖ 2 .
Let us take ADRs in its ordinary contextual form and discus about it origin and development. Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR, sometimes also called -Appropriate Dispute Resolution‖) is a general term, used to define a set of approaches and techniques aimed at resolving disputes in a non-confrontational way. It covers a broad spectrum of approaches, from party-to-party engagement in negotiations as the most direct way to reach a mutually accepted resolution, to arbitration and adjudication at the other end, where an external party imposes a solution. Somewhere along the axis of ADR approaches between these two extremes lies -mediation,‖ a process by which a third party aids the disputants to reach a mutually agreed solution. The term "alternative dispute resolution" or "ADR" is often used to describe a wide variety of dispute resolution mechanisms that are short of, or alternative to, full-scale court processes. The term can refer to everything from facilitated settlement negotiations in which disputants are encouraged to negotiate directly with each other prior to some other legal process, to arbitration systems or mini-trials that look and feel very much like a courtroom process. Processes designed to manage community tension or facilitate community development issues can also be included within the rubric of ADR. ADR systems may be generally categorized as negotiation, conciliation, mediation, or arbitration systems.
Modern ADRs originated in the USA in a drive to find alternatives to the traditional legal system, felt to be adversarial, costly, unpredictable, rigid, over-professionalized, damaging to relationships, and limited to narrow rights-based remedies as opposed to creative problem solving. The American origins of the concept are not surprising, given certain features of litigation in that system, such as: trials of civil actions by a jury, lawyers' contingency fees, lack of application in full of the rule "the loser pays the costs". Beginning in the late nineteenth century, creative efforts to develop the use of arbitration and mediation emerged in response to the disruptive conflicts between labor and management. In1898, Congress followed initiatives that began a few years earlier in Massachusetts and New York and authorized mediation for collective bargaining disputes. In the ensuing years, special mediation agencies, such as the Board of Mediation and Conciliation for Railway Labor, (1913) In the same vein Judge Learned Hand commented, -I must say that as a litigant, I should dread a law suit beyond almost anything else short of sickness and of death‖. These all the cautions were rightly perused by Judicial and political thinker of US and gave way to their Home made practices of ADRs. As most countries of the world were constantly in lack of efficient justice dispensing system, quickly turn their face towards ADRs, as a result of which within short period ADRs recognized not only at the domestic level but also at the international level. Further more developments in economic field i.e. trade commerce throughout the world is greatly in need of mechanism of speedy disposal of their cases, as matter of inevitability commercial world accepted this new development. ADRs proved efficient and timely in corporate sector as result of developing countries like India get attracted to ADRs.
ADRs today fall into two broad categories: court-annexed options and community-based dispute resolution mechanisms. Court-annexed ADR includes mediation/conciliation-the classic method where a neutral third party assists disputants in reaching a mutually accept able solution-as well as variations of early neutral evaluation, a summary jury trial, a mini-trial, and other techniques. Supporters argue that such methods decrease the cost and time of litigation, improving access to justice and reducing court backlog, while at the same time preserving important social relationships for disputants 4 .
Community-based ADR is often designed to be independent of a formal court system that may be biased, expensive, distant, or otherwise inaccessible to a population. New initiatives sometimes build on traditional models of popular justice that relied on elders, religious leaders, or other community figures to help resolve conflict. India embraced LokAdalat village-level people's courts in the 1980s, where trained mediators sought to resolve common problems that in an earlier period may have gone to the Panchayat, a council of village or caste elders.
Mandatory process of ADRs requires the parties to negotiate, conciliate, mediate or arbitrate, prior to court action. ADR processes may also be required as part of prior contractual agreement between parties.
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Whereas, in voluntary processes, submission of dispute to the ADR process depends entirely on the will of the parties.
Important mechanisms of Alternative Dispute Resolution System
Most commonly used forms of ADRs are Mediation, Conciliation, Arbitration and Lok Adalats. Let us have eye bird view on these aspects of ADRs.
Mediation:
Of all mankind's adventures in search of peace and justice, mediation is among the earliest. Long before law was established or Courts were organized, or judges had formulated principles of law, man had resorted to mediation for resolving disputes 5 .Mediation is a process of dispute resolution in which one or more impartial third parties intervenes in a conflict or dispute with the consent of the participants and assists them in negotiating a consensual and informed agreement. It can also be said as a confidential process of negotiations and discussions in which a ‗neutral' third party or mediator assists in resolving a dispute between two or more parties. Mediation' is defined as a facilitative process in which -disputing parties engage the assistance of an impartial third party, the mediator, who helps them to try to arrive at an agreed resolution of their dispute. The mediator has no authority to make any decisions that are binding on them, but uses certain procedures, techniques and skills to help them to negotiate an agreed resolution of their dispute without adjudication‖ 6 . The most essential feature of mediation has been highlighted in the following words -Mediation is negotiation carried out with the assistance of a third party. The mediator, in contrast to the arbitrator or judge has no power to impose an outcome on disputing parties‖ 7 . In resolving the dispute or settlement the general role of the mediator is to facilitate communication between the parties, assist them on focusing on the real issues of dispute and to generate options that meet the respective parties' interests or needs in an effort to resolve the dispute. The most important feature of Mediation is that it provides a solution that both parties can live with, instead of a verdict imposed by a court. Both parties are involved in suggesting possible solutions to the conflict. Mediation is based on the voluntary cooperation and good faith participation of all parties. The mediator cannot force the parties to resolve their differences. But the mediator can help the parties reach a solution agreeable to both of them. If the parties work out all or some of their differences, the resolution -or agreement -is put in writing and signed by both the parties.
Mediation may be able to plow beneath the surface of frequently vexatious litigations by addressing the underlying conflicts. The mediator acts as a bridge to iron the wrinkles of differences affecting the parties 8 . Mediation differs from conciliation on this point that Mediation is not compulsive or legally binding, whereas, conciliation used use as tool of more liberalized or litigant friendly adjudication system where conciliator not only acts as facilitator but draws the binding decision on the basis of submitted fact, and deliberation between the parties. Mediation differs from arbitration, in which the third party (arbitrator) acts much like a judge in an out-of court, less formal setting but does not actively participate in the discussion. Unlike a judge or an arbitrator, a mediator does not decide what is right or wrong or make suggestions about ways to resolve a problem. A mediator seeks to help parties to develop a shared understanding of the conflict and to work toward building a practical and lasting resolution. Mediation serve to identify the disputed issues and to generate options that help disputants reach a mutually satisfactory resolution. It offers relatively flexible processes; and any settlement reached should have the agreement of all parties. This contrasts with litigation, which normally settles the dispute in favour of the party with the strongest argument. Despite the lack of ‗teeth' (adjudicating) in the mediation process, the involvement of amediat or alters the dynamics of negotiations. Depending on what seems to be impeding (an)agreement, the mediator may attempt to encourage exchange of information, provide new information, help the parties to understand each others' views, let them know that their concerns are understood; promote a productive level of emotional expression; deal with differences in perceptions and interest between negotiations and constituents (including lawyer and client); help negotiators realistically, assess alternatives to settlement, learn (often in separate sessions with 2013]
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each party) about those interest the parties are reluctant to disclose to each other and invent solutions that meet the fundamental interests of all parties.
Panchayat system of ancient India can be an example, where we can find the efficacy of mediation as tool of dispute resolution but fundamental distinction lies between both is that Panchayat system is backed by popular support of the whole community and is relatively conclusive and widely respected by the people, that sense of popularity not lies with mediation. Ancient Panchayat system were so efficient because they were not worried about convenience of parties to the dispute, it is the ‗Dharma' that binds both disputant party and Pancha (mediators). Pancha(s) not only represents the parties to the dispute but they represent whole community in which they live. That they no more oblige to settle individual interest but community interest is of greater importance to them, henceforth their decision gains popular support to which every member of that community feel obliged. For this reason Mediations seems to be toothless and less effective and it is already falling into disused (that has already happened in USA)
Conciliation
Conciliation is -the practice by which the services of a neutral third party are used in a dispute as a means of helping the disputing parties to reduce the extent of their differences and to arrive at an amicable settlement or agreed solution. It is a process of orderly or rational discussion under the guidance of the conciliator‖ 9 . Conciliation is an alternative dispute resolution process whereby the parties to a dispute (including future interest disputes) agree to utilize the services of a conciliator, who then meets with the parties separately in an attempt to resolve their differences. Conciliation differs from arbitration in that the conciliation process, in and of itself, has no legal standing, and the conciliator usually has no authority to seek evidence or call witnesses, usually writes no decision, and makes no award. Conciliation differs from mediation in that the main goal is to conciliate, most of the time by seeking concessions. In mediation, them editor tries to guide the discussion in a way that optimizes parties' needs, takes feelings in to account and reframes representations. NALSAR Law Review [Vol.7 : No. 1 In common parlance not much distinction lies between conciliation and mediation. However, statute in India had attached different meanings to these two concepts.
(a) In the year 1996, the Arbitration and Conciliation Act, was passed and Sec. 30 of that Act, which is in Part I, provides that an arbitral tribunal may try to have the dispute settled by use of ‗mediation' or ‗conciliation'. Sub-section (1) of sec. 30 permits the arbitral tribunal to -use mediation, conciliation or other procedures‖, for the purpose of reaching settlement. Further Sec 67 describes the role of a conciliator. Sub Sec (1) states that he shall assist parties in an independent and impartial manner. Sub Sec (2) states that he shall be guided by principles of objectivity, fairness and justice, giving consideration, among other things, to the rights and obligations of the parties, the usages of the trade concerned, and the circumstances surrounding the dispute, including any previous business practices between the parties. Sub Sec(3) states that he shall take into account -the circumstances of the case, the wishes the parties may express, including a request for oral statements‖. Subsection (4) is important and permits the ‗conciliator' to make proposals for a settlement. It states as follows: -Section 67(4). The conciliator may, at any stage of the conciliation proceeding, make proposals for a settlement of the dispute. Such proposals need not be in writing and need not be accompanied by a statement of the reasons therefore.‖ Section 69 states that the conciliator may invite parties to meet him. Sec. 70 deals with disclosure by the conciliator of information given to him by one party, to These all provision signifies that conciliator not only a facilitator for the settlement but he is having statutory authority to, (a) to take surrounding facts and existing local usage and customs into consideration, (b) make proposals for the settlement, (c) formulate terms of a possible settlement, (d) reformulates the terms, these all power distinguishes conciliator from mediator but generally unlike arbitrator, conciliator does not have decision making power. The difference lies in the fact that the ‗conciliator' can make proposals for settlement, ‗formulate' or ‗reformulate' the terms of a possible settlement while a ‗mediator' would not do so but would merely facilitate a settlement between the parties. However, in India Family Courts Act-1984 confers decision making on the presiding officer of the Court who is called as conciliator.
The process of conciliation is widely used as an alternative mechanism of alternative dispute resolution. For example Sec 4 and 5 of Industrial Dispute Act provides for Conciliation officer and Board of Conciliation. Tough conciliation acquired statutory recognition in India, their efficacy in resolving disputes or arriving at the settlement is negligible. Nothing significant has been achieved by giving statutory recognition to this mechanism, rather a waste of State resources and hurdle to the disputant parties in the way of choosing appropriate forum of red ressal. 
Arbitration
Arbitration is a quasi-judicial process in which a neutral person sits as a private judge and resolves the dispute of the parties in confidential manner. -Arbitration is a legal technique for there solution of disputes outside the courts, wherein the parties to a dispute refer it to one or more persons such as the ‗arbitrators', ‗arbiters', or ‗arbitral tribunal', by whose decision the award they agreed to be bound‖ 10 . Arbitration is a binding method of dispute resolution governed by statute. It is a traditional ‗alternative' to court-based litigation. The appointed arbitrator considers the evidence presented by both parties and then issues an award, which is enforceable by the courts -in some countries it is even enforceable without court decision. Procedures used in arbitration can range from informal to rules which essentially mirror court procedures.
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In India arbitration was originally governed by the provisions of the Indian Arbitration Act, 1940. The Courts were very much concerned over the supervision of Arbitral Tribunals and they were very keen to see whether the arbitrator has exceeded his jurisdiction while deciding the issue, which has been referred to him for arbitration. 
(a) Species of arbitration (i) Commercial arbitration:
Agreements to arbitrate were not enforceable at common law, though an arbitrator's judgment was usually enforceable (once the parties had already submitted the case to him or her). During the Industrial Revolution, this situation became intolerable for large corporations. They argued that too many valuable business relationships were being destroyed through years of expensive adversarial litigation, in courts whose strange rules differed significantly from the informal norms and conventions of business people (the private law of commerce, or jus merchant.
Arbitration appeared to be faster, less adversarial, and cheaper. Since commercial arbitration is based upon either contract law or the law of treaties, the agreement between the parties to submit their dispute to arbitration is a legally binding contract. All arbitral decisions are considered to be "final and binding." This does not, however, void the requirements of law.
Any dispute not excluded from arbitration by virtue of law (e.g. criminal proceedings) may be submitted to arbitration.
(ii) Other forms of Contract Arbitration: Arbitration can be carried out between private individuals, between states, or between states and private individuals. In the case of arbitration between states, or between states and individuals, the Permanent Court of Arbitration and the International Center for the Settlement of Investment Disputes (ICSID) are the predominant organizations. Arbitration is also used as part of the dispute settlement process under the WTO Dispute Settlement Understanding. International arbitral bodies for cases between private persons also exist, the International Chamber of Commerce Court of Arbitration being the most important. The American Arbitration Association is a popular arbitral body in the United States. Arbitration also exists in international sport through the Court of Arbitration for Sport.
(iii) Labor Arbitration: A growing trend among employers whose employees are not represented by a labor union is to establish an organizational problem-solving process, the final step of which consists of arbitration of the issue at point by an independent arbitrator, to resolve 2013]
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employee complaints concerning application of employer policies or claims of employee misconduct. Employers in the United States have also embraced arbitration as an alternative to litigation of employees' statutory claims, e.g., claims of discrimination, and common law claims, e.g., claims of defamation.
(iv) Judicial Arbitration: Some state court systems have promulgate court-ordered arbitration; family law (particularly child custody) is the most prominent example. Judicial arbitration is often merely advisory, serving as the first step toward resolution, but not binding either side and allowing for trial de novo.
Arbitrators:
Arbitrators are not bound by precedent and have great leeway in such matters as active participation in the proceedings, accepting evidence, questioning witnesses, and deciding appropriate remedies. Arbitrators may visit sites outside the hearing room, call expert witnesses, seek out additional evidence, decide whether or not the parties may be represented by legal counsel, and perform many other actions not normally within the purview of a court. It is this great flexibility of action, combined with costs usually far below those of traditional litigation, which makes arbitration so attractive. Arbitrators have wide latitude in crafting remedies in the arbitral decision, with the only real limitation being that they may not exceed the limits of their authority in their award. An example of exceeding arbitral authority might be awarding one party to a dispute the personal automobile of the other party when the dispute concerns the specific performance of a businessrelated contract. It is open to the parties to restrict the possible awards that the arbitrator can make.
Statutory recognition to Arbitration in India:
The Arbitration and Conciliation Act 1996before this The Arbitration Act 1940 was in existence. Some of the important provisions of 1996Act are as follows, (1) When there is an arbitration agreement, the Court is required to direct the parties to resort to arbitration as per the agreement (Sec.8). (2) The ground on which the award can be challenged now minimized on the basis of invalidity of agreement, want of jurisdiction on the part of arbitrator of want of proper notice to a party of the appointment of arbitrator or of arbitral proceedings or a party being unable to present his case. At the NALSAR Law Review [Vol.7 : No. 1 same time an award can be set aside if it is in conflict with -the public policy in India, a ground which covers inter alia fraud and corruption‖. (3) The power of the arbitrator himself have been amplified by inserting specific provision on several matters such as law to be applied by him, power to determine the venue of arbitration, failing agreement, power to appoint experts, power to act on the report of a party, power to apply to the Court for assistance in taking evidence, power to award interest and so on. (4) Provision to adopt obstructive method by parties to agreement are thwarted by providing express provision to that regard. (5) Role of arbitral institution in promoting arbitration has been recognized for the first time in law. (6) Provision has been made for appointment of arbitrator by Chief Justice Scheme which takes the act of selecting arbitrator by Court outside the litigation process and makes it an administrative act. Parties are given the liberty to select the arbitrator and only in cases when the parties failed to nominate their arbitrator, the Court's intervention need be sought. (7) Time limit for conducting the arbitration proceedings has been deleted which is a drastic change in the new Act compared to old Act where the time will have to be extended only by Court when there is time limit is provided. (8) Formal written agreement to arbitration as provided under the old Act has been now relaxed. (9) Though the parties to the agreement held the arbitration in India, the parties to the contract are free to designate the law applicable to the substance of the disputes. (10) The Arbitrator has been clothed with power to grant interim relief. (11) Arbitrator has been given the power to decide his own jurisdiction to decide the dispute. (12) The Act provides for various other saving measures such as requiring an arbitrator to disclose any possible bias at the threshold itself (Sec.12) (13) Even if an arbitrator is replaced, the proceedings conducted by him are saved. This reduces the delay. (14) The arbitrators are directed to give reason for their conclusion unless it has otherwise provided in the agreement. Further there is no necessity for the party to arbitration to get the award made a rule of Court as required under the old Act and the award passed by the arbitrator will have the force of a decree.
Further provision has been made to deal with international arbitration, which was not provided, in the old Act. A further matter disclosed to arbitrator has been protected from disclosure unless otherwise required by law to do so. This gives the parties to the arbitration to disclose their views freely. Even though all procedural innovation is made adversarial character of this mechanism cannot be undermine arbitrator is adjudicator unlike Mediator and Conciliator. For several reasons arbitration fail to gain much efficacy in Indian Legal system, this system is widely in use at international level 12 . 
2.3.6.(e). United Nations Commission on International Trade Law (UNCITRAL):
The United Nations Commission on International Trade Law (UNCITRAL) is the core legal body within the United Nations system in the field of international trade law. UNCITRAL was tasked by the General Assembly to further the progressive harmonization and unification of the law of international trade. As at the international up to now it was not made possible to establish and constitute a Adjudicator body having compulsory jurisdiction and abidingness independent of consent state parties it is inevitable to the international community to adopt these Arbitral and other ADRs Mechanisms.
Lok Adalat
Lok Adalat is the concept having its roots in Indian glorious past which mean ‗people's Court', it is the system of -nyayapanch‖ is conceptualized and institutionalized as LokAdalat. It involves people who are directly or indirectly affected by dispute resolution. The main reason for bring this system is also to lessen the burdens of Court and provide speedy justice with people's participation in decision making. This concept is, now, again very popular and is gaining historical momentum. Experience has shown that it is one of the very efficient and important ADRs and most suited to the Indian environment, culture and societal interests. The finest hour of justice is the hour of compromise when parties after burying their hatchet reunite by a reasonable and just compromise. This Indian-institutionalized, indigenized and now, legalized concept for settlement of dispute promotes the goals of our Constitution. Equal justice and free legal aid are hand in glove. It is, rightly said, since the Second World War, the greatest revolution in the law has been the mechanism of evolution of system of legal aid which in cludes an ADRM. The statutory mechanism of legal services includes concept of Lok Adalat in the Legal Services Authorities Act. The legal aid, in fact, is a fundamental human right. The concept of Lok-Adalat was pushed back into oblivion in last few centuries before independence and particularly during the British regime. Now, this concept has, once again, been rejuvenated. It has, once again, become very popular and familiar amongst litigants. The Legal Services Authorities Act, 1987, pursuant to the constitutional mandate in Article 39-A of the Constitution of India, contains various provisions for settlement of disputes through LokAdalat. Thus, the ancient concept of Lok Adalat has, now, statutory basis. This is the system which has deep roots in Indian legal history and its close allegiance to the culture and perception of justice in Indian ethos.
LokAdalat is the dispute resolution system presided over by a sitting or retired judicial officer as the chairman, with two other members, usually a lawyer and a social worker. There is no court fee. If the case is already filed in the regular court, the fee paid will be refunded if the dispute is settled at the LokAdalat. The procedural laws and the Evidence Act are not strictly followed while assessing the merits of the claim by the LokAdalat. [Vol.7 : No. 1 The Legal Service Authority Act, 1987 provided for constitution of LokAdalat, jurisdiction and other special provisions. Under this Act a Lokadalat shall have jurisdiction to determine and to arrive at a compromise or settlement between the parties to a dispute in respect of: (i) any case pending before; or (ii) any matter which is falling within the jurisdiction of, and is not brought before, any court for which the LokAdalat is organised. The LokAdalat can compromise and settle even criminal cases, which are compoundable under the relevant laws. So this Act provides that a case which has not brought before Court can be dealt in LokAdalat and it can be settled there.
This Act provides for the constitution of The State Authority and District Authority, Supreme Court Legal Services Committee, High Court Legal Services Committee and Taluk Legal Services Committee (mentioned in Section 19 of the Act) can organize Lok Adalats at such intervals and places as may be deemed fit.-Every Lok Adalat so organized shall consist of: (a) Serving or retired judicial officers, (b) other persons, as may be specified 13 . National Service Authority is also constituted to exercise its powers and functions at the national level under this Act.
2.3.4.(a)
Cognizance of cases by Lok Adalat: there were two mode of taking cognizance were recognized under the Act, (i) On Application: When all the parties to the case agree for referring the case to Lok Adalat, or When one of the party to the case makes an application to court, praying to refer the case to Lok Adalat and the court is prima facie satisfied that there are chances for settlement. (ii) Suo Moto: Where the court is satisfied that the matter is an appropriate one to be taken cognizance of, by the Lok Adalat. Then, the court shall refer the case to the Lok Adalat, after giving a reasonable opportunity for hearing to all the parties 14 . refer the said dispute to Lok Adalat, after giving a reasonable opportunity for hearing to all the parties. Lok Adalat shall proceed to dispose of a case refereed to it expeditiously. -Shall be guided by principles of law, justice, equity and fair play.
4.6.2.(b) Mode
-Shall yearn to reach a settlement or compromise between parties.
-When no compromise or settlement is accomplished, the case is to be returned to the court which referred it. Then the case will proceed in the court from the stage immediately before the reference. (1) Transport service, (2) Postal, telegraph or telephone services, (3) Supply of power, light and water to public, (4) System of public conservancy or sanitation, (5) Insurance services and such other services.
Lok Adalat proved to be one of the efficient machinery of dispute resolution, we can substantiate this by analyzing its performance, in every respect the scheme of Lok Adalat is a boon to the litigant public, where they can get their disputes settled fast and free of cost. They get faster and inexpensive remedy with legal status. Success of Lok Adalats in India can be judged from the number of cases settled by the Lok dalats in all the States. The difference between the work done by Lok Adalats and the regular courts becomes much more marked if one takes into account the number of cases settled at various Lok Adalats and compares them to the corresponding figures for those decided by regular courts. The table below shows the number of Lok Adalats held in all the States
